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DECLARATI ON
of the
RECORD COF DECI SI ON
for
OPERABLE UNI T THREE

SI TE NAME AND LOCATI ON

Interstate Lead Conpany (ILCO Superfund Site
Leeds, Jefferson County, Al abana

STATEMENT COF BASI S AND PURPCSE

Thi s deci si on docunent (Record of Decision) presents the selected renedial action for Qperable
Unit Three of the ILCO Superfund Site in Leeds, Al abana. The sel ected renedi al action was
chosen in accordance with the Conprehensive Environnental Response, Conpensation and Liability
Act of 1980 (CERCLA), as anmended, and to the extent practicable, the National Contingency Plan
(NCP) 40 CFR Part 300. This decision is based on the adm nistrative record for the ILCO
Superfund Site. The State of Al abama has concurred with the sel ected renedy.

ASSESSMENT OF THE SI TE

Actual or threatened rel eases of hazardous substances fromthe ILCO Site, if not addressed by
i npl enenting the response action selected in this ROD, nay present an inmm nent and substanti al
endangernent to public health, welfare, or the environnent.

DESCRI PTI ON OF SELECTED REMEDY

The ILCO Site is divided into three operable units. Operable unit one (OJ 1) was defined in the
Record of Decision that was signed by EPA on Septenber 30, 1991 and anended as part of the
Record of Decision for operable unit two (QJ)2). OUJ1 includes soil, sedinent, and groundwater
contam nation at the seven satellite sites located in and around the Cty of Leeds, excluding
groundwat er contam nation at the I LCO Parking Lot satellite site. QOJ2 was defined in the
Record of Decision that was signed by EPA on Cctober 13, 1994. QU2 includes soil and

groundwat er contam nation on at the I1LCO Main Facility, as well as groundwater contam nation at
the 1LCO Parking Lot. Operable unit three (QUJ3), which is enunerated by this Record of

Deci sion, includes surface water, sedinment, and biota contamination attributable to the ILCO
Main facility. The selected remedy for QU 3 requires response neasures which will protect hunman
heal th and the environnent.

The nmj or conponents of the selected renedy for QU3 include:

. Natural attenuation (e.g., dilution, flushing, burial, etc.) of the contan nated
sedi ment

. Reconmmrendi ng to the Al abama Department of Public Health (ADPH) that a fishing
advi sory be issued for the unnaned tributary and Dry Creek near the |1 LCO Main
Facility

. Posting of warning signs along the unnaned tributary and Dry Creek to indicate the

presence of contam nated sedi nent and the fish advisory

. Annual surface water; sedinment, and biota nonitoring



. Fi ve-year reviews as required by CERCLA to evaluate the effectiveness of the
sel ect ed renedy

STATUTCRY DETERM NATI ONS

The selected renmedy for OJ 3 is protective of human health and the environnment, conplies with
Federal and State requirements that are legally applicable or relevant and appropriate to the
remedi al action (unless such requirenents are waived), and is cost-effective: EPA has

determ ned that the selected remedy for QU3 represents the maxi num extent to which pernmanent
sol utions and treatnment technol ogies can be utilized in a cost-effective manner at QJ 3. The
statutory preference for renedies that utilize permanent and treatnment technol ogies solutions is
not satisfied at QU 3. EPA has concluded that renedi es which utilize pernmanent sol utions and
treatnent technol ogies are inpracticable and not cost-effective at OJ 3 based on the results of
the baseline risk assessnent conducted for Q) 3. The selected remedy for (OJ 3 represents the
best bal ance of the nine criteria used by EPA to eval uate possible cleanup alternatives. A
review will be conducted within five years from comrencenent of the renedial action to ensure
that the renedy continues to provide adequate protection of hunman health and the environnent.

[ Si gned] 29 SEP 95

RI CHARD D. GREEN, ASSOCI ATE DI RECTOR COF DATE
SUPERFUND AND EMERGENCY RESPONSE
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Deci si on Summary
for the
Record of Decision
for
Qperabl e Unit Three

Interstate Lead Conmpany (ILCO Site
Leeds, Al abama

1.0 SITE LOCATI ON AND DESCRI PTI ON

The Interstate Lead Conpany (ILCO Superfund Site is |ocated approxinmately 15 niles east of

Bi rmi ngham in Leeds, Jefferson County, Al abana (see Figure 1-1, Site Location Map). The ILCO
Site consists of the ILCO Main Facility and seven satellite sites located in and around the Gty
of Leeds, where |ead-contam nated wastes fromthe ILCO Main Facility were di sposed.

The I1LCO Main Facility is located at 1247 Borden Avenue on the southwestern side of the Gty of
Leeds. The ILCO Main Facility (including the ILCO Parking Lot across the street) occupies
approximately 11.5 acres of real property, nost of which is owned by ILCOw th a portion owned
by Interstate Trucki ng Conpany, Inc., an affiliated conpany. The ILCO Main Facility is bordered
by an abandoned foundry and a wooded area to the south, an unnaned tributary to Dry Creek to the
west, Borden Avenue and the ILCO Parking Lot to the north, and another business to the east (see
Figure 1-2, Site Layout). The area is primarily industrial with a few residences within a

hal f-m e radius.

The satellite sites include the I1LCO Parking Lot, |ocated across the street fromthe |LCO Main
Facility; the Qulf/BP Service Station, located in the center of Leeds on U S. H ghway 78; J&L
Fabricators, located east of Leeds on U S. H ghway 78; Flem ng's Patio, |ocated west of Leeds on
Al aska Avenue; the Connell Property, |ocated east of Leeds in St. dair County; the Acnar Church
of God, located off Acmar Road in Mody, A abama; and the City of Leeds Minicipal Landfill,

| ocated of f Dunavant Road at the end of Peach Street.

I LCO operated a secondary |ead snelting and | ead battery recycling business from approxi matel y
1970 to 1992 at the ILCO Main Facility. In March 1992, |ILCO ceased operating pursuant to an
order of a state court of Alabama. |LCO manufactured refined |ead alloys through the snelting
and refining of lead-bearing scrap nmaterials. The prinmary materials reclained by I LCO were

di scarded | ead-aci d autonobile and industrial batteries. The used batteries were cracked and
the lead plates and | ead oxi des were snelted in a blast furnace. Furnace slag was produced as a
by-product and is regul ated under the Resource Conservation and Recovery Act RCRA) as a
characteristic hazardous waste due to its |lead content. Wastewater treatnent sludge and
baghouse dust were al so generated. Wastewater treatnent sludge is a RCRA regul ated hazardous
wast e and baghouse dust is a RCRA |isted hazardous waste (K069).

<I M5 SRC 0495243A>
<I M5 SRC 0495243B>

I LCO stored furnace slag, battery chips, and wastewater treatnent sludge in piles on the ILCO
Main Facility. Furnace slag generated by ILCO was used as fill nmaterial at the |LCO Min
Facility and at the satellite sites. Wastewater treatnent sludge and battery casings were al so
di sposed of at the ILCO Main Facility and at sone of the satellite sites.

2.0 SITE H STORY AND ENFORCEMENT ACTI VI TI ES

In May 1984, EPA and the A abama Departnent of Environmental Managenent (ADEM conducted a joint



i nspection of the I1LCO Main Facility, which was found to be in violation of the interimstatus
standards set forth in RCRA

In March 1985, the United States brought suit against ILCO and its principal, D ego Mffei
seeking injunctive relief, penalties, and danmages for violations of the dean Water Act and
RCRA. The governnent al so sought to recover response costs pursuant to CERCLA for a renobva
action taken by EPA at the Acmar Church of God satellite site. The conplaint also included a
count for corrective action at the ILCO Main Facility. The case was brought in the United
States District Court for the Northern District of Alabama (District Court Case). The State of
Al abana intervened in the litigation asserting violations of Alabama's Water Pollution Contro
Act and Hazardous Waste Managenent and M nim zation Act.

There was a partial settlement of the District Court Case in August 1988. A partial consent
decree was entered requiring ILCO to conduct all necessary corrective actions and renedi ati on of
contam nated sedinent in the surroundi ng wat erways.

The outstanding issues were tried in July and August 1988. On Decenber 10, 1990, the district
court issued an Order and Findings of Fact and Concl usions of Law hol ding that the defendants
had viol ated the dean Water Act and RCRA and that injunctive relief and penalties were
appropriate. The court also found that the defendants were liable for all response costs
incurred by the United States in connection with the renoval action at the Acnar Church of God
satellite site.

In its Decenber 10, 1990 Order, the district court did not enter a judgment but ordered the
parties to endeavor to reach an agreenment as to the relief which should be provided. The parties
were unable to come to such an agreenent, and each submtted a proposed final judgnent. On
Cctober 8, 1991, the court entered a judgrment. The district court granted injunctive relief and
assess a penalty of two mllion dollars against ILCO in favor of the United States, for
violations of RCRA and the ean Water Act. In addition, the district court entered judgnent in
favor of the United States against |ILCO and Diego Maffei, in the anount of $845, 033.40, as

rei nbursenment for response costs for the renoval action at the Acmar Church of CGod satellite
site. The district court also awarded a penalty in the amount of $1.5 mllion favor of the
State of Al abama. On appeal, the Eleventh Grcuit Court issued a decision in favor of the United
States and the State of Al abana on every issue and affirmed the district court's award of civi
penal ti es and response costs.

In June 1988, the ILCO Site (including the ILCO Main Facility and the seven satellite sites) was
pl aced on the National Priorities List (NPL) of uncontrolled hazardous waste sites.

EPA conducted a Renedi al Investigation/Feasibility Study (RI/FS) of the satellite sites
(Operable Unit One) which was conmpleted in July 1991. A proposed plan was issued shortly after
conpletion of the RI/FS. After a public comment period, a Record of Decision (ROD) was signed
on Septenber 30, 1991, which set forth the selected renedy for Cperable Unit One.

When | LCO ceased operations in March 1992, EPA initiated a renoval action to nitigate the

imm nent threat associated with the abandoned ILCO Main Facility. During the renoval action at
the ILCO Main Facility, approximately 5,368 tons of |ead contam nated slag, found stored in
different areas around the facility, were renoved to a permtted hazardous waste landfill.
Appr oxi mat el y 200, 000 gal |l ons of |ead contam nated sludge found in the onsite wastewater
treatnment systemwas renoved, stabilized, and stockpiled onsite with contam nated soils
excavated fromthe facility. Acid fromseveral inpoundnents was collected and treated in the
onsite wastewater treatnent system in addition to approxi mately 15,000,000 gall ons of
wastewater. The battery cracking building, the furnace building, and the snall slag vault were
denol i shed and decontam nated due to extensive | ead contam nation. The contents of the smal



slag vault were renoved and stockpiled onsite with the contam nated soils. Wste encountered
during the denolition of the furnace building included | ead waste, baghouse dust, and a sul fur
residue fromthe om ssions system The |ead waste was stockpiled inside a building onsite. The
baghouse dust was placed into two roll-off boxes, covered, |abeled K069, and al so stored inside
a building onsite. The sulfur residue found inside the duct pipe was placed on the contan nated
soil stockpile. During the denolition of the battery cracking building, process soils fromthe
battery cracking operation were renoved and stockpiled inside a building onsite. The process
soils consisted of a mixture2 of battery chips and contam nated soils.

EPA conducted a RI/FS of the ILCO Main Facility (Operable Unit Two), which was conpleted in June
1994. A proposed plan was issued shortly after conpletion of the RI/FS. After a public comrent
period, a Record of Decision (ROD) was signed on October 13, 1995, which set forth the selected

remedy for Qperable Unit Two. The ROD for Qperable Unit One was al so anended as part of the ROD
for Qperable Unit Two.

The third and final operable unit consists of surface water, sedinent, and bi ota contam nation
attributable to the ILCO Main Facility. EPA also conducted a RI/FS for Qperable Unit Three
whi ch was conpleted in April 1995. The proposed plan setting forth EPA's preferred cl eanup
alternative was issued in July 1995.

3.0 H GHLIGHT OF COWUNI TY PARTI Cl PATI ON

The Leeds Public Library at 802 Parkway Drive, S.E. in Leeds, Alabama is the local infornation
repository for the ILCO Site. The proposed plan for Operable Unit Three was issued in July 1995
and a public comment period was established fromJuly 25, 1995 to August 24, 1995. A public
neeting on the proposed plan was held on August 17, 1995 at the Leeds G vic Center in Leeds,

Al abana.

The administrative record for the ILCO Site is available to the public at both the infornation
repository nmaintained at the Leeds Public Library and at the EPA Region IV Library at 345
Courtland Street in Atlanta, Georgia. The notice of availability for the proposed plan for
Qperable Unit Three was published in The Birm ngham News on July 24, 1995 and August 10, 1995
and in The Leeds News on July 27, 1995 and August 13, 1995. Responses to the significant
comrent s recei ved during the public comment period are included in the Responsiveness Sunmary
which is part of this RCOE and desi gnated Appendi x A

Thi s deci si on docunent presents the selected renedial action for Qperable Unit Three of the ILCO
Site, chosen in accordance with CERCLA, as anended, and to the extent practicable, the NCP. The
decision for Qperable Unit Three is based on the adm nistrative record. The requirenents under
Section 117 of CERCLA/ SARA for public and State participation have been net for this operable
unit.

4.0 SCOPE AND RCOLE OF CPERABLE UNI TS

The problens at the ILCO Site are conplex. As a result, EPA has divided the work into three
nmanageabl e conponents called "operable units" in order to sinplify renedial planning and
response activities associated with the disposal and di scharge of hazardous substances fromthe
Site.

Qperable Unit One (QU-1): Contam nated soft, groundwater, and sedinment at the seven satellite
sites are addressed in OJ 1, excluding groundwater at the ILCO Parking Lot satellite site.

G oundwat er contam nation at the I LCO Parking Lot is addressed in Operable Unit Two.

Qperable Unit Two (OQUJ2): Contaminated soil at the ILCO Main Facility and contam nated



groundwater at the I1LCO MAIin Facility and the |ILCO Parking Lot are addressed in QU 2.

Qperable Unit Three (QU-3): Contaminated surface water, sedinment and biota in the unnaned
tributary, Dry Creek, and the Little Cahaba R ver attributable to the ILCO Main facility
addressed in QU 3.

This RODis for Q)3 of the ILCO Site and docunents the sel ected renedy for contam nated surface
wat er, sedinent, and biota attributable to the ILCO Main Facility. Based on the results and
recommendati ons of a biol ogical assessnment perforned by EPA at the ILCO Site, EPA separated the
unnaned tributary, Dry Creek, and the Little Cahaba River into a separate operable unit (QUJ 3)
for further investigation of the surface water, sedinent, and biota. This additiona
investigation began in July 1994 and was conpleted in April 1995

5.0 SUMVARY COF SI TE CHARACTERI STI CS
5.1. Landforns

The ILCO Site is located in the Appal achian Valley and R dge Physi ographic Province, within the
Cahaba Valley. The area is characterized by series of linear, sub-parallel ridges, devel oped on
the underlying structurally deforned rock sequences, and separated by valleys of varying widths.
Topographic relief in the area is noderate to high, with rapid changes of several hundred feet
conmon.

5.2 Surface Water

Three significant surface water bodies are present in the Leeds area. These are the Cahaba
River, located to the north of the Gty of Leeds; the Little Cahaba River, which runs through
Leeds; and Dry Creek, a streamthat runs near the ILCO Main Facility and I LCO Parking Lot and
flows into the Little Cahaba River in the vicinity of the Leeds wastewater treatnment plant. The
general orientation of the major streans and rivers is parallel to the major topographic
structures.

A smal |l er surface water body, identified as the unnamed tributary to Dry Creek, flows north,
generally along the western boundary of the ILCO Main Facility, crosses under Borden Avenue, and
ultinmately drains into Dry Creek. The unnaned tributary has in the past received run-off water
fromthe ILCO Main Facility that was highly contamnated with lead. Even though |ILCO conducted
a soil and sedinent renoval fromthe unnanmed tributary in August 1990, sone of the sedinent in
the streamimedi ately downgradient of the ILCO Main Facility still contains el evated |evels of

| ead.

5.3  Ceol ogy

5. 3.1 Regi onal Ceol ogy

The suite of rocks in the Cahaba Valley is typical of the Valley and R dge and consi sts of
sandst ones and shal es, commonly interbedded, as wall as |inmestone and dolomtic |imestone. The
regional structure is typically characterized by northeast-southwest trending |ayers of rock
which are locally steeply inclined and frequently folded and faulted. The larger structures
generally dip to the southeast at angles up to 45 degrees and are intensely fractured and
jointed

5.3.2 Site-Specific CGeology and Soils

The I1LCO Main Facility is underlain by a veneer of unconsolidated material, consisting of



weat hered light-brown to dark-gray, sandy, silty, clayey alluviumthat generally ranges fromb5
to 20 feet thick. The Floyd Shale lies directly beneath the alluviumal ong the southeast border
of the property;, the contact between the Floyd Shale and the Hartsell e Sandstone is in the same
area. The Hartselle Sandstone is overlain by alluviumin the southeastern portion of the
property and in the area previously occupied by the battery crarirlng building. The renainder
of the ILCO Main Facility is underlain by the Pride Mouuntain Formation, which extends to the
northwest in the vicinity of Dry O eek.

5.4 G oundwat er
5.4.1 Regi onal Hydrogeol ogy

Generally, groundwater is available, in some quantity, in four different horizons or fornations
in the Leeds area. These zones are not necessarily, in thenselves, ngjor regional aquifers, but
rather represent hydrogeol ogi cal conditions or situations in which a conpleted well nay produce
water nore significantly than in others; such as nassive shale fornmations, etc. The nore
shal | ow zones are usually unconfined, with the | ower units sonetinmes occurring under confined
condi tions, depending on the geology of the overlying naterial. Because of the degree of
fracturing observed in the area, it is conceivable that all zones may, to a certain extent, be
interconnected in sone areas. These zones include the follow ng

Surficial Aquifer - Consists of a thin layer of unconsolidated alluvial deposits that
covers nost of the valley. The maxi mumthickness is 20 feet. It is separated from
the shall ow aquifer systemby a silty clay at sone locations and is very poor source of
water to wells. Water occurs under unconfined conditions.

Shal | ow Aquifer - Consists of weathered to consolidated material in the upper part of the
bedrock and is generally no nore than 30 feet thick. It is separated fromthe underlying
rock in sone areas by a dense, dark-gray clay and is a very linmted source of water to
well's. Water occurs under unconfined conditions.

Fort Payne Chert Aquifer - Provides sone of the water supply to the Gty of Leeds. Gty
wells are installed to depths of 150-300 feet and | ocated approximately one-half mle to
the northeast of the ILCO Main Facility and the |ILCO Parking Lot. The Fort Payne Chert
Aqui fer behaves simlarly to a confined aquifer because of the | ower perneability of the
overlying formations. However, these |ower perneability formations do not prevent the
novenent of contam nants into the Fort Payne Chert Aquifer

O dovician Undifferentiated Aquifer - Consists of 1,000 feet of crystalline |inmestone

Two springs in this fornation provide part of the water supply to the Gty of Leeds. The
Weens Spring is located off Cenetery Road approxinmately 5 miles southeast of the Acmar
Church of Cod satellite site in Mody, A abanma, north of Leeds. The Rowan Spring is
located in Leeds at the intersection of H ghway 119 and Presi dent Road

5.4.2 Site Hydrogeol ogy

G oundwater at the ILCO Main Facility occurs in the unconsolidate alluvium and underlying

weat hered zone of shales and generally occurs in unconfined conditions in the area. Wter
levels range fromfour feet to alnost 50 feet below land surface. At the ILCO Main Facility,
groundwater tends to flow toward Dry Creek and the unnaned tributary to the north and nort hwest
of the area with infiltration into the underlying weathered shallow aquifer, which is in the
Fl oyd Shale, the Hartsell e Sandstone, and the Pride Muntain Formation. Data and information
from groundwater nmonitoring wells indicate that water-bearing zones occur in joints and
fractures deep in the shal es under partially confined conditions.



6.0 SUWARY CF SITE R SKS

ILCO s battery cracking and recycling operati ons have resulted in extensive | ead contam nati on
on and near the ILCO Main Facility. As stated previously, OJ 3 specifically addresses the
contami nation in surface water, sedinent, and biota in the streans |ocated adjacent to and
downstream of the I1LCO Main Facility. EPA collected surface water, sedinent, and biota sanples
during 1994 fromthe unnaned tributary, Dry Oreek, and the Little Cahaba Ri ver and anal yzed t hem
for lead and other chemicals. In order to examne the potential risks associated with QU 3, EPA
used the analytical results of the surface water, sedinent, and biota sanples to performa
Basel i ne Ri sk Assessnent (BRA) on OUJ 3. The BRA evaluated the risk to human health and the

envi ronnent which would result if no action was taken to address the contani nati on associ ated
with OU 3.

6.1 Selection of Chemcals of Potential Concern

The first task of the BRA was to summarize the data collected for surface water, sedinent and
fish tissue used in the QU3 assessment. The avail able data for these nedia include surface
wat er and sedi nent data collected in July and Decenber 1993 for the QU2 R, and surface water
sedinent, and fish tissue data collected in March and July 1994 during the OJ 3 Ecol ogi ca
Assessnment. Fromthese data, chemicals of potential concern were selected for detail ed
evaluation in the BRA. It is inportant to recogni ze that the selection of a chem cal of
potential concern does not necessarily indicate that it poses a risk to hunman health or the
environnent. The selection of a chemcal only indicates that a decision has been nade to
evaluate that chemcal in the risk assessnent to determne if the chenmical could result in
potential risks.

The chemi cal s sel ected as chemicals of potential concern in sedinment and carried through the
human health risk assessnment are listed in Table 6-1. The selection of chemicals of potentia
concern for sedinent was based on a conparison to concentrations in the background sanpl es and
identification of essential human nutrients. Chem cals whose maxi num concentrati ons were |ess
than tw ce the background value were elinmnated fromfurther evaluation. |In addition, chemcals
that are essential human nutrients, such as cal cium nagnesium and potassium were al so
elimnated fromthe list of chemcals of potential concern. Based on recomended dietary

al l onances and on the concentrations that were detected in sedinment, these nutrients do not have
adequate toxicity criteria to evaluate risks quantitatively and are unlikely adversely affect
hunans

The chemical s sel ected as chemcals of potential concern in surface water and carried through
the human health risk assessnment are also listed in Table 6-2. As for sedinent, the selection
of chemicals of potential concern for surface water was al so based on a conpari son to background
data and identification of essential human nutrients.

Lead was the only chemical of potential concern that was considered for fish tissue. Lead was
sel ected as a chem cal of potential concernin filet fish fromDry Creek and the Little Cahaba
River. Lead was al so selected as a chem cal of potential concern in the forage (whol e-body)
fish caught in the unnaned tributary, Dry Creek, and the Little Cahaba R ver



TABLE 6-1, SUMMVARY COF | NORGANI C CHEM CALS DETECTED I N SEDI MENT

Chemi cal

In the Vicinity of
the ILCO Site

Ant i mony
Ar seni c
Bari um
Beryllium
Cadm um
Cal ci um
Chrom um
Cobal t
Copper
Iron

Lead
Magnesi um
Manganese
Mer cury

N ckel

Pot assi um
Sel eni um
Vanadi um
Zi nc

Frequency of

Det ecti on
17 / 17
2/ 21
21/ 21
17 | 17
13 / 17
12 / 17
16 / 17
17 | 17
17 / 17
21/ 21
17 [ 17
21/ 21
17 | 17
17 | 17
2/ 21
21/ 21
17 | 17
12 / 17
12 / 17
21/ 21

(Concentrations presented in ppm

Mean
Sanpl e
Si ze

17
21
21
17
17
17
17
17
17
21
17
21
17
17
21
21
17
17
17
21

Arithnetic
Mean

4, 850
4.94
11.6
43.5
0.48

3.2

5,530
20.5
8. 99

19

15, 300
1,010
1,920
422

0. 062

19.9

521
1.42
15.6
85.6

Range of

Detection Linmts

3.5

0.3

0.05

[EnY

Ee €

€& EEEEEEE

€

20

0.48

210

0.2

20

Range of Detected

Contentrations

2. 800
15
4.8
12
0.33
0. 68
1, 400
9.4
1.7
6.4
8, 300
65
200
30

0. 07
6.5
330
0.99
14

37

8, 600
26

26

120

0. 89
12

26, 100
52

21

48

23, 000
5, 400
12, 000
1,700
0.25
38

1, 200
2.5

27

190

Backgr ound
Conpari son
Val ues

9, 800
ND (4. 0)
19

81

1.3

ND (0. 38)
7,000

68

93

29.2

55, 000
85. 8

2,130

1, 660

ND (0. 065)
51

830

4

36

180



Downstream from t he

ILCO Site
Arseni c 4/ 4 4 14 NU 10 -
Copper 4/ 4 4 14 NU 8.4 -
* Lead 4/ 4 4 157 NU 46 -
Mer cury 3/ 4 4 0. 086 0.05 0.05 -
N ckel 4/ 4 4 20.5 NU 18 -
* Zinc 4/ 4 4 70.8 NU 60 -

NU
ND

Sel ected as a chem cal of potential concern.
Not used; chemi cal was detected in all sanples.
Not detected; detection linit shown in parentheses.

Chemi cal was not selected as a chemi cal of potential concern, because it is an essential human nutrient.

17
18
260
0.14
24
81

32
38
70
0.17
30
164



TABLE 6-2
SUMMVARY OF | NORGANI C CHEM CALS DETECTED | N SURFACE

(Concentrations presented in ug/L except where noted)

Mean Backgr ound
Frequency of Sanpl e Arithnetic Range of Range of Detected Conpari son

Chemi cal Det ecti on Size Mean Detection Limts Concentrations Val ues

In the Vicinity of

the ILCO Site (e):

* Al um num 14 / 14 14 377 NU 100 - 920 670
Arseni c 5/ 14 8 2.96 2.5 2.6 - 5 10
Bari um 14 / 14 14 37.3 NU 24 - 51.3 67
Cal ci um 14 / 14 14 47.9 NU 27 - 73.5 96

N I ron 14 /| 14 14 0.774 NU 0.31 - 1.5 1.23

* Lead 15/ 18 18 24.3 2.5 3.4 - 140 83.1
Magnesi um 14 / 14 14 7.76 NU 3.6 - 12.5 15.2

* Manganese 14 / 14 14 272 NU 11 - 870 340
Mol ybdenum 5/ 14 14 6.43 5.0 9.25 - 22 36

* N ckel 1/ 14 14 5.5 10 12 ND (10)
Pot assi um 14 / 14 14 2.58 NU 1.3 - 5.8 6.8
Sodi um (f) 14 / 14 14 30.6 NU 3.1 - 72 102
Strontium 14 / 14 14 136 NU 63 - 240 327
Ti tani um 11/ 14 14 9.71 50 6.25 - 22 22. 4

* Zinc 11/ 14 14 6. 96 5.0 5.4 - 15.1 13.6

Downstream from

the ILCO Site

* Lead 4/ 4 4 7.28 NU 6.3 - 8.5 ND (2.5)

* = Selected as a chemical of potential concern.

NU = Not used; chemcal was detected in all sanples.

ND = Not detected; detection |imt shown in parentheses.

N = Chenical was not selected as a chem cal of potential concern, because it is an essential human nutrient, detected at
concentrations belowits allowable daily intake.



6.2 Hunman Toxicity Assessnent

The next step of the BRA, the hunman toxicity assessnent, was perfornmed in order to identify
nunerical toxicity criteria with which to assess human health exposures. For |ead, no surface
wat er or sedi ment screening |evels exist, thus EPA screening levels for soil and groundwater
were identified and presented as surrogate values. |n addition, no EPA-approved screening
levels were available for lead in fish, therefore, |ead screening values found in other sources
(i.e., Eisler [1988] report) were presented. The health effects information available for |ead
and the criteria that were used to assess potential adverse effects associated with | ead
exposures at QU3 are summari zed in Table 6-3

6.3 Human Exposure Assessnent

A human exposure assessnment was then perforned to determ ne which hunan exposure pathways coul d
potentially be conplete at QU3 under current and future land use conditions. Currently the
Site is not operating, therefore, only exposures to nearby residents were evaluated in the
current |land use scenario

Under future land use conditions, it was assuned that the area around the Site could becone
residential in the future. For each conpl ete exposure pathway, the chenical concentrations
assuned to be contacted (i.e., the exposure point concentrations) were derived in the human
exposure assessnent. These values were either the 95% upper confidence limt on the arithnetic
mean concentration or the naxi nrum detected concentration, whichever was | ess. The exposure
point concentrations for lead were used in a direct conparison to the lead criteria identified
in the toxicity assessnment, and, for fish, were input into the I EUBK nodel. The exposure point
concentrations for other chemcals of potential concern were conbined with reasonabl e maxi mum
estimates of the extent, frequency, and duration of exposure in order to cal cul ate chem ca
doses

For chemi cals of potential concern other than | ead, quantitative dose-response data were
conpiled fromEPA s Integrated Risk Information System (IR'S), Health Effects Assessnent Summary
Tabl es (HEASTs), and the Environnental Criteria and Assessnment O fice (ECAO.

6.4 Human Ri sk Characterization

Usi ng the human exposure and toxicity information, potential human health risks for each

chem cal of potential concern, except |ead, and sel ected exposure pathway were eval uated. For
lead, the potential for hunman health risks was assessed by conparing | ead exposure point
concentrations to the nost applicable EPA screening criteria. In addition, the |ead
concentrations of fish caught in the streans near the ILCO Site were input into the I EUBK | ead
nodel to determine the percentage of a child's diet that could be fish (caught in the unnaned
tributary or in Dry Oreek i nmedi ately downstream of the I1LCO Main Facility) without resulting in
adverse health affects to the child.



Tabl e 6-3

Summary of Screening Level Concentrations for Lead

Exposur e Screeni ng Level Sour ce
Medi um Health Criteria
SEDI MENT 400 ppm A USEPA (1994e) residential screening

level for soil was used to indicate
whet her | ead concentrations in

sedi nent coul d cause adverse health
effects. This concentration is based
on expected responses to background

| ead exposures input into USEPA s

i ntegrat ed exposure upt ake/ bi oki netic

(1 EUBK) nodel .
SURFACE 15 ppb The groundwat er drinking water
WATER maxi mum cont am nant | evel (ML)

of 15 ppb (USEPA 1990b) was used
for conparison purpose only.

Fl SH 0.3 ppm The screening criteria for protection of
human heal th associated with
i ngestion of fishery products was
obtained froman Eisler (1988)
port. Although not stated
specifically in the E sler (1988)
report, this value is nost |ikely based
on the Wrld Health Organi zation's
(1972) nmaxi num safe |evel (0.3 ppm
in fish tissue for human
consunpti on.

For conparative purposes, daily doses have been cal cul ated for consunpti on of the sedinent,
surface water, and fish at the |ead screening levels |isted above. For sedinment, the | ead
screening | evel of 400 ppmwas nmulitiplied by a child soil ingestion rate of 200 ng/day resultig
in a daily dose of lead of .08 ng Pb/day. For surface water, the drinking water MCL for |ead of
15 ppmwas nmultiplied by a daily water ingestion rate of 2 L/day resulting in a daily dose of
0.03 ng Pb/day. For fish, a conservative ingestion assunption (i.e., an intake rate of 100 grams
of fish per day) was nmultiplied by the 0.3 ppmsafe level for fish, resulting in a daily dose of
0. 03 ngy Pb/ day.



For QU 3, EPA devel oped screening | evel concentrations for lead in sedinenl, surface water, and
fish. Since no hunman health based cl eanup | evel has been devel oped for lead in sedinent, a
screening |l evel of 400 parts per mllion (ppn) was selected for |ead in sedi nent based on EPA's
residential screening level for soil. This screening level was to indicate whether |ead
concentrations in sedinment could cause adverse health effects to hunans. Based on the soi
criteria, concentrations of |lead in sedinment fromthe unnaned tributary and Dry Creek in the
imrediate vicinity of the ILCOMin Facility could potentially result in a risk to human health
if no action were taken to reduce the potential risk. Based on the soil criteria
concentrations of lead in sedinment in the Little Cahaba River and Dry Creek further downstream
fromthe ILCO Main Facility are unlikely to result in a risk to human health or the environnent.

Since no screening criteria or cleanup |levels have been devel oped for lead in surface water, a
screening |l evel of 15 micrograns per liter (ug/L) was selected. This screening |evel was

sel ected for conparison purposes only, based on the naxi mrum contam nant |evel (ML) of 15 ug/L
for lead in drinking water. The |lead concentrations in surface water in the immediate vicinity
of the ILCO Main Facility exceeded the screening |evel; however, the screening |level is based on
drinking water exposures and water fromthe surface water bodies in Q)3 is not used for
drinking water. Exposures to surface water in the imediate vicinity of the ILCO Main Facility
are likely to include dermal (skin) contact exposures only and lead is poorly absorbed through
the skin. Therefore, skin contact exposures to lead in surface water are not likely to cause
adverse health effects to humans. As a result, concentrations of lead in surface water from al
QU3 streans are not likely to result in arisk to human health or the environnent.

As with surface water and sedi nent, no EPA-approved screening | evels have been devel oped for
lead in fish. Therefore, a screening |level of 0.3 ppmwas selected for fish, based on a U S
Fish and Wldlife Service health-protective concentration of 0.3 ppm The |ead concentrations
in all forage (whol e-body) fish caught in the QU3 streans exceeded the screening level for |ead
in fish. However, only the fish caught near the ILCO Main Facility exceeded the screening | eve
for lead in filet fish. Since the screening |level for |ead was exceeded in sone of the sanpl ed
fish, EPA used the IEUBK | ead nodel to assess the potential risk to children fromonly ingesting
fish fromQOJ3 of the ILCOsite. Lead concentrations in other exposure nedia to which the sane
child woul d be exposed were assuned to be at average background concentrations (I EUBK node
default values) in order to deternmine the risks fromonly ingesting the |ead-contam nated fish
lead in soil and groundwater at the ILCOsite is known, from previous studies of other units at
the ILCOsite, to be at unacceptable |levels and renediation is planned for these nmedia. The

| EUBK nodel was used to backcal cul ate the maxi mum anmount of fish from QU 3 that could be
consuned by a child w thout adverse health effects to the child. The |EUBK | ead nodel showed
that between 1.39%to 28% of a childs nmeat diet could be fish (caught in the unnamed tributary
or in Dry Creek imedi ately downstream of the ILCO Main Facility) without resulting in arisk to
the child. At the naxi muml|ead concentrations detected in fish, the risk assessment determ ned
that 1.3% (forage fish) and 10%fish) of a child' s neat diet could be fish (caught in the
unnaned tributary or in Dry Creek i medi ately downstreamof the ILCO Main Facility) without
resulting in arisk tothe child. At the average |ead concentrations detected in fish, the risk
assessnent determned that 3.8% (forage fish) and 28% (filet fish) of a child' s nmeat diet could
be fish (caught in the unnamed tributary or in Dry Oreek i nmedi ately downstream of the | LCO Main
Facility) without resulting in arisk to the child. It should be noted that this is a very
conservative analysis, since the risk assessnent results are based on the protection of the
nost sensitive receptors (i.e., young children fromO0.5 to 7 years old). This analysis focused
on children rather than adults since children are known to be much nore sensitive to the effects
of lead than adults. The percentages determined in this analysis are also protective of adults
consuming fish fromthe ILCO Q)3 streans. In addition, the concentrations of lead in filet
fish caught in the Little Cahaba River and Dry Oreek further downstreamfromthe |LCO Main
Facility were below 0.3 ppmand, therefore, do not pose a hunman health risk. The concl usions
drawn fromthese conpari sons are summari zed in Table 6-4.



SEDI MENT

SURFACE WATER

FI SH

Tabl e 6-4

Sunmary of Concl usi ons Regardi ng Lead

Based on the soil criteria, concentrations of |ead in sedinent
fromthe Unnamed Tributary and Dry Creek in the

imrediate vicinity of the ILCO Main Facility could contrib-
ute to or result in an unacceptable risk. Concentrations of
lead in sediment fromthe Little Cahaba R ver and Dry

Creek further downstreamof the ILCO Main Facility are
unlikely to contribute to or result in an unacceptable risk.

Concentrations of lead in surface, water are unlikely to

significantly contribute to or result in an unacceptable risk.

The I ead concentrations in all forage fish caught in the QU3
streans and only in filet fish caught near the | LCO Main
Facility exceeded the screening level for lead in fish. The
concentrations of lead in filet fish caught in the Little
Cahaba River and Dry Creek further downstream of the

ILCO Main Facility were less than the screening level. The
results of the EUBK | ead nodel showed that between 1.3%

to 28% (depending on the fish | ead concentrati ons used in

the nodel) of a child' s neat diet could be fish (caught in the
unnaned tributary or in Dry Creek imediately

downstream of the I1LCO Main Facility) without resulting in
arisk to the child.



For the chem cals of potential concern other than | ead, upper-bound excess lifetinme cancer

ri sks for carcinogenic chemcals and hazard quotient and hazard index val ues for
noncar ci nogeni ¢ chemcals were estinmated. The upper-bound excess |lifetine cancer risks

were conpared to USEPA's risk range for health protectiveness at Superfund Sites of 1x10-6
to 1x10-4. This range is representative of risks that nust be considered in the selection of
remedi al alternatives. The noncarcinogeni ¢ hazard quotients and hazard indices were
conpared to a value of one, since hazard quotients/indices greater than one indicate a
potential for adverse health effects. Tables 6-5 and 6-6 present risk estimtes for hunan
exposure pathways quantitatively evaluated under current and future |l and use conditions,
respectively.



Tabl e 6-5
Summary of Quantitative Risk Estinmates for Potentially Conplete
Human Exposure Pat hways Under
CQurrent Land Use Conditions

[ Near by Teenage Trespasser]

Exposure Medi um Upper Hazar d Predom -
Exposur e Poi nt Bound Predom - I ndex for nant
Recept or Excess nant Noncar - Chemi cal s
Exposur e Lifetinme Chemi cal ci nogeni c d
Rout e Cancer Sb Ef f ect sc
Sedi nent :

In the Vicinity of
the ILCO Site:

I nci dent al 8x10-7 ----- 3x10-2 -----

Der mal cont act 5x10-8 ----- 1x10-2 -----
Downstream from
the ILCO Site:

I nci dent al

Der mal cont act

Nne e 2x10-4  -----
Nne e 2x10-4  -----
Surface Water:
In the vicinity of
the ILCO Site:
Der mal cont act N e 1x10-1 -----



Tabl e 6-6
Summary of Quantitative Risk Estinmates for Additional Potentially
Conpl et e Human Exposure Pat hways
Under Future Land Use Conditions

[Chi | d Resident]

Exposure Medi um Upper Hazar d
Exposur e Poi nt Bound Predom - I ndex for Pr edom nant
Recept or Excess nant Noncar - Chemi cal s
Exposur e Lifetinme Chemi cal ci nogeni c d
Rout e Cancer Sb Ef f ect sc
Sedi nent :

In the vicinity of
the ILCO Site:

I nci dent al 8x10-7 Arseni c 2x10-1  -----
i ngestion
Dermal cont act 1x10-7 ----- 3x10-2 @ -----

Surface Water:
In the vicinity of
the ILCO Site:
Der mal cont act N e 4x10-1  -----

a The upper bound individual excess lifetine cancer risk represents the probability, over
background risks, than an individual may devel op cancer over a 70-year lifetinme as a result of

t he exposure conditions eval uated.

b The predom nant chemcals are those which were associated with cancer risks greater than
1x10- 6.

¢ The hazard index indicates whether or not exposure to m xtures of noncarci nogenic chemcals
may result in adverse health effects. A hazard index | ess than one indicates that adverse hunman
health effects are unlikely to occur. A hazard index greater than one

indi cates that adverse human health effects may potentially, but not necessarily, occur.

d The predom nant chemcals are those which were associated with hazard quotients greater 1.

NC - Not Cal culated. Carcinogenic toxicity values were not avail able for any chem cals of
potential concern in this nedium



6.5 R sk-Based Renedi ati on Goal s

The risk assessnent al so included risk-based renedi ation goals for the chem cals and pat hways
evaluated in the human health risk assessment that were associ ated w th upper-bound excess
lifetine cancer risks greater than 1x10-6 or for which hazard indices were greater than one.
These goal s incorporate the exposure scenari os and exposure assunptions that were devel oped in
the human health risk assessnent.

As shown in the Tables 6-5 and 6-6, the only chenical associated with cancer risks greater than
1x10-4 was arsenic (for which a risk of 8x10-4 [slightly greater than the |ower end of the risk
range] was cal cul ated for incidental ingestion of sedinent by a hypothetical future child
resident). No hazard indices were greater than one. As a result, the only risk-based
remedi ati on goal that was developed in the risk assessnent was for a future child' s incidenta
ingestion of arsenic. The risk-based renediation goal was devel oped using a target risk |eve
of 1x10-6, an EPA benchnark. Based on the conservative toxicity criteria, exposure assunptions,
and ri sk methodol ogi es used for devel opi ng the risk-based renediation goal for arsenic, the goa
was cal culated to be 1.87 ppm

The remedi ati on goal should al so be conpared to Site-specific or background | evel s when

consi dering renedial action. Because the arsenic background values in the vicinity of the ILCO
Main Facility range from4.8 - 26 ppm and because the reasonabl e maxi mum exposure concentration
that was used in the risk assessnent was 14 ppm it appears that the onsite and background
concentrations are simlar

Based on the results and conclusions of the human health risk assessnment, a performance standard
of 400 ppmwas established for lead in sedinent in the unnaned tributary and Dry Creek. No
cleanup | evels were established for lead in surface water, because the risk assessnent showed
that | ead concentrations in surface water are unlikely to result in a risk to hunman health or
the environnent. |In addition, no cleanup levels were established for arsenic in sedinment,
because the reasonabl e maxi m m exposure concentration used in the risk assessnent for arsenic
was w thin background levels at the Site

6.6 Environnental Risk

An ecol ogical risk assessnment (ERA) was conducted for OJ 3 to evaluate the inpacts to aquatic
receptors and piscivorous wildlife. Adverse effects to aquatic receptors were eval uated using
ri sk quotients representing a conparison of surface water and sedi ment exposure point
concentrations to chem cal concentration |evels fromscientific literature bel ow whi ch adverse
effects are not likely to occur. Potential adverse effects to aquatic receptors were al so

eval uat ed using data from EPA bi ol ogi cal investigations on the OJ 3 streans including a habitat
assessnent, toxicity tests, and macroinvertebrate survey. Piscivorous wildlife were evaluated by
conparing the estimated daily dose to belted kingfisher resulting fromconsum ng

| ead-contam nate fish with toxicol ogi cal benchmarks fromthe literature

Conpari sons of surface water and sedinment levels to scientific literature suggest that the
aquatic invertebrates may be adversely affected. Nevertheless, it should be noted that actua
Site-specific biological sanpling on the OJ3 streans indicated no significant observable
adverse effects seemto be occurring. The reason for this disparity nay be that the | ead and
the other chemi cals of potential concern are bound to sedinent particles and, as a result, may
not be very bioavailable or may be bioavailable but in non-toxic fornms. The results of the fish
ti ssue anal yses indicate that sone of the lead in the sedinment in the unnaned tributary and Dry
Creek is being taken up by risk However, the results of the ecological risk assessnent indicate
that adverse effects to aquatic receptors and piscivorous wldlife fromconsum ng



| ead-contam nated fish are unlikely, even when using very conservative exposure assunptions. As
a result, concentrations of lead in sedinent and surface water in the QJ 3 streans are not
likely to result in an environmental risk

7.0 DESCRI PTI ON CF ALTERNATI VES

The site-specific renedial alternatives represent a range of distinct waste-nanagenent
strategi es addressing the human health and environnental concerns. Although the sel ected
remedial alternative will be further refined as necessary during the design phase of the
remedi al action, the followi ng analysis reflects the fundanental conponents of the various
alternatives evaluated during the Feasibility Study for QU 3.

EPA eval uated four cleanup alternatives for contam nated sedi nent in the unnaned tributary and
Dry Creek in the imediate vicinity of the ILCO Main Facility. A brief description of each of
the sedinment alternatives is given bel ow.

ALTERNATI VE 1: NO ACTI ON

The no-action alternative involves no further cleanup for any of the contam nated nedia at the
site; current conditions woul d change only through natural attenuation processes (e.g.

dilution, flushing, burial, etc.). The purpose of including the no-action alternative is to
provide a baseline with which the other alternatives can be conpared. The no-action alternative
woul d, however, include conducting 5-year reviews, as required by the Superfund | aw, to eval uate
the effectiveness of the no-action alternative. The purpose of the 5-year reviews would be to
det erm ne whether the action remains protective of human health and the environnent.

ALTERNATI VE 2: LIM TED ACTI ON
Limted action consists of controls to limt exposure to contam nated nmedia. The purpose of

these activities is to ]Jimt exposure to contam nated sedi ment and the ingestion of contan nated
fish tissue. The limted action alternative would include:

. Natural attenuation (e.g., dilution, flushing, burial, etc.) of the contan nated
sedi ment .

. Reconmmrendi ng to the Al abama Departrment of Public Health (ADPH) that a fishing
advi sory be issued for the unnaned tributary and Dry Creek near the 1 LCO Main
Facility.

. Posting warni ng signs along the unnaned tributary and Dry Oreek to indicate the

presence of contam nated sedi nent and the fish advisory.
. Annual surface water, sedinment, and bi ota nonitoring.

. 5-year reviews as required by CERCLA to evaluate the effectiveness of the
limted-action alternative

EPA, in cooperation with ADPH, woul d al so evaluate the feasibility of a comunity education
program desi gned to educate the comunity on the potential health effects caused by being
exposed to contam nants fromQJ 3 of the ILCO site.

ALTERNATI VE 3:  CONTAI NVENT

Alternative 3 for sedinment would involve installing a barrier over the nost highly contam nated



sedinent in portions of the unnaned tributary and Dry Creek. The barrier would isolate and
prevent further migration of and exposure to the contam nated sedinment. This alternative
consists of a nultinmedia layer of rip-rap (rocks) overlying a geotextile fabric. As required by
CERCLA, controls and nonitoring to evaluate |ong-term protecti veness woul d al so be perforned.

The area to be capped is based on | ead concentrations in the sedi nent exceeding 400 ppm A
predesign effort to confirmand further define the area to be capped woul d be needed.

The sequence of cleanup activities for the unnaned tributary and Dry Creek woul d be:

. Sel ected areas along the unnaned tributary and Dry Oreek where | ead concentrati ons
in sedinent exceed 400 ppm woul d be cleared to provi de access for equi pnent and
vehi cl es.

. A rerouting system consisting of dikes, punps, and a piping network, would be

constructed to tenporarily divert surface water around the affected stream segnents
during construction

. The stream bed channel woul d be cleared of debris (i.e., large rocks tree |linbs) and
graded to ease installation of the liner.

. An appropriate non-woven geotextile fabric would be placed in the graded channel
. The geotextile liner would be covered with rip-rap for scouring protection
. The surface water rerouting systemwoul d be renoved once the rip-rap has been

successfully pl aced.

. Al equipnent and naterials that come in contact with contam nated sedi nent woul d be
decont am nat ed

. The stream banks woul d be revegetated to prevent excess erosion of banks.
After site construction activities, the following controls would be initiated

. Warni ng signs woul d be posted al ong the unnared tributary and Dry OGreek to indicate
the presence of contani nated sedi nent beneath the cap and to warn agai nst excavation
or other disturbances.

. The cap woul d be inspected annually and repaired as needed.
ALTERNATI VE 4A: REMOVAL W TH ACI D LEACH NG TREATMENT

Al ternative 4A would involve a nore aggressive cleanup approach than the previously described
alternatives. It would entail renoval of sedinment with | ead concentrations greater than 400 ppm
fromthe unnamed tributary and Dry Creek and transportation to the ILCO Main Facility for
treatnment and di sposal along with contam nated soil from QJ2 The alternative would not include
controls, nonitoring, or operations and mai ntenance (O&%\) because no | ead-cont am nat ed sedi nent
above 400 ppmwould remain at OJ 3. The conponents of this renedy woul d include

. Renoval - Contam nated sedi nent woul d be renoved usi ng hi gh-pressure washi ng,
vacuum cl eani ng, and excavation nmethods. Renoved material woul d be | oaded into
watertight trucks for transporting a short distance to the ILCO Main Facility.



. Treatnent - Contami nated sedinment would initially be dewatered before entering the
acid | eaching treatnment process for soil from QU 2.

. Di sposal - Disposal of treated sedinment would be onsite at the ILCO Main Facility
along with treated soil from QU 2.

. Lead recycling - Thermal treatnent (i.e., secondary snelting) would be use for
recycling lead residuals fromacid | eaching, as specified and discussed in Section
9.0 of the ROD for QU 2.

ALTERNATI VE 4B: REMOVAL W TH SQOLI DI FI CATI ONS/ STABI LI ZATI ON TREATMENT

Alternative 4B involves the renoval of sedinent fromthe unnaned tributary and Dry Oreek and
transportation to the ILCO Main Facility for treatnent, as described above under Alternative 4A
The treatnment process for the sedinent in this alternative would be solidification/stabilization
and onsite disposal under a nmultinedia cap. The process is specified as the contingent
treatnent option in Section 9.0 of the ROD for OJ2 in the event the treatability study results
for acid | eaching do not neet performance goals. Like Alternative 4A, this alternative would
not include such activities as controls, nmonitoring, or O8M because no | ead-cont ani nat ed

sedi nent above 400 ppm woul d renain at QU 3.

8.0 SUWARY CF THE COVPARATI VE ANALYSI S OF ALTERNATI VES

The remedial action alternatives selected for OJ3 were fornulated to provide a range of
discrete options to attain the renedial action objectives established for QJ)3. These
alternatives generally satisfy NCP requirenents regarding the devel oprent of alternatives,
including treatnent to address principal threats and a range of treatnment options that vary in
the degree of treatment as well as the type and quantity of treated residuals or untreated
waste requiring | ong-term managenent.

This section docunents the conparative analysis conducted to evaluate the relative perfornmance
of each alternative in relation to each of the evaluation criteria. The purpose is to identify
the rel ative advantages and di sadvantages of each alternative. The key tradeoffs that nust be
bal anced in the selection of remedy can then be identified. As stated in the NCP [40 CFR
300.430 (f)], the evaluation criteria are arranged in a hierarchial manner that are then used to
select a renedy for a site based on the follow ng categories:

Threshold Criteria:

Overal|l Protection of Human Health and the Environnent
Conpl i ance with ARARs

Primary Balancing Criteri a:

Long- Term Ef f ecti veness and Per manence
Reduction of Toxicity, Mbility, or Vol ume
Short-Term Ef f ecti veness

Inpl emrentability

Cost

Modi fying Criteri a:

St at e Accept ance
Communi ty Acceptance



COVPARATI VE ANALYSI S OF REMEDI AL ALTERNATI VES FCR SEDI MENT

EPA used the criteria |listed above to eval uate each sedinent alternative to determ ne which
woul d best reduce the contam nation and potential risk for 1LCO QU 3.

Overal|l Protection of Human Health And t he Environnent

A conparison of the relative protectiveness of the Q)3 alternatives is limted by the small
level s of risk reduction possible at QJ)3. Alternatives 3 and 4 woul d reduce the potenti al

for exposures to contam nated sedinent in the unnaned tributary and Dry Creek. Alternative 4
woul d go one step further by actually renoving the contam nated sedinent. Both of these
alternatives, however, would be constrained by the requirenments associated w th construction
activities in Dry Creek and possi bl e RCRA requirenents. These constraints woul d add uncertainty
to any concl usions regardi ng the protectiveness of either alternative.

Nat ural process, conbined with the cleanup of the ILCO Parking Lot and the ILCO Main Facility
under the OJ1 and QUJ 2 renedi al actions, respectively, should eventually cause | ead
concentrations in the unnaned tributary and Dry Creek to decline to heal th-based | evels.
Alternative 2, involving controls that should mnimze exposures to the contam nated sedi nent,
woul d be nore protective than Aliternative 1 (no action) and nay be as protective as A ternatives
3 and 4 given the uncertainties associated with the inplenentation of either of those
alternatives.

Conpl i ance with ARARs ( Standards)

The nost difficult to inplenment in conpliance with Applicable or Rel evant and Appropriate
Requirenents (ARARs) or, in other words, Federal and State requirenents would be A ternative 4
because the activities include excavation, transport, handling, storage, treatnent, and
disposal. |If testing shows sone of the sedinent to be RCRA characteristic waste, inplenentation
of Alternative-4 nust conply with the appropriate RCRA requirenents. Alternative 4 could,
however, be designed and inplenented so as to attain conpliance with RCRA and ot her ARARs.

Both Alternatives 3 nnd 4 would al so have to conply with dean Water Act requirenents related to
cappi ng of aquatic environnents and resuspension of sedime at into surface waters or wetl ands.
Conpl i ance with these requirenents should be possible but is expected to increase both the
schedul e and cost of Alternatives 3 and 4. Alternatives 1 (No Action) and 2 (Limted Action)
woul d have the least difficulty meeting ARAR requirenents because they would only have to conply
with the Al abama Water Use d assifications.

Long- Term Ef f ecti veness and Per manence

The I owest |evel of residual risk and the highest degree of permanence woul d be associated with
Alternative 4 (Renoval, Treatnent, and Disposal), which involves renoval of all sedinment

contam nati on above heal th-based | evels. The long-termeffectiveness of this alternative would
be further enhanced because it requires no O&M activities. The effectiveness and pernanence of
Alternative 3 woul d depend on | ong-term nai ntenance of the cap and ot her engi neering controls.
Alternative 2 would al so be effective as long as the public follows the warning signs and/or
fish advisory. Effectiveness and pernmanence of risk reduction for Alternative 2 woul d be
dependent on the nai ntenance of the controls. Hstorical |ead analysis data of sedinent from
ILCO QU3 indicate that Alternative 1 could eventually result in a pernmanent solution for QU 3.
However, the time to achieve this level of risk reduction woul d be dependent on natural
processes, such as redistribution and dilution of contam nated sedi ment downstream of the |LCO
site.



Reduction of Toxicity, Mbility, or Vol ume

Alternatives 1 and 2 would not affect the toxicity, nmobility, or volunme of contam nated sedi ment
in ILCOQJ3. Any reduction of toxicity or volunme would be dependent on natural redistribution
and dilution of contam nated sedi nent downstreamof the site. Alternative 3 (Containnent) does
not involve treatnent, therefore, there would be no reduction of toxicity or volunme of

contami nated naterial. Alternative 3 would achieve a reduction in nobility by isolating the
contami nation under a multi-media cap, as long as the cap and ot her engineering controls are

mai ntained. Alternative 4 (Renoval, Treatnent and Disposal) woul d achi eve the greatest
reductions in toxicity, nobility, and volunme through the renoval, treatnent, and di sposal of
sediment with | ead contam nati on above heal t h-based | evel s

Short-Term Ef fecti veness

Alternatives 1 and 2 (No Action and Linmted Action), involving no onsite cleanup activities
would result in no additional risks to the comunity or workers beyond those currently
associated with this site. Mich greater inpacts to these receptors are possible if A ternatives
3 or 4 are inplenented, because both involve construction activities within or handling of
contam nated sedinent. The transport of contam nated sedi nent through the Leeds community and
increased potential for releases during treatnent (air em ssions, dust, runoff, odors, etc.)
woul d nmake Alternative 4 the least effective froma short-term perspective. Potential inpacts
to the community, site workers, and the environnment for all of the alternatives would be

m ni m zed through proper use of engineering controls, nonitoring, and appropriate health and

saf ety procedures.

The time required to inplenment protectiveness would be the quickest for Alternative 2 (less than
1 year), however, tine required to achieve protectiveness woul d be dependent on the public
follow ng the warning signs and/or fish advisory. The longest time to achi eve protectiveness
woul d be for the no action alternative, which would be dependent on natural processes to reduce
| ead concentrations in O)3 sedinent. A reliable estimate of the tine for this to occur is not
avail abl e, but there is evidence that it is already occurring. The rate at which concentrations
decline in the sediment are expected to increase follow ng inplenentation of the renmedies for
QU1 (which includes the I1LCO Parking Lot) and Q)2 (the ILCO Main Facility). |If so, the tine
to achi eve protectiveness for no action may not be significantly greater than that associated
with capping or renoval, given the expected del ays due to conplications associated wi th capping
or excavation in Dry Creek.

Inpl emrentability

Alternatives 1 and 2 (No Action and Linmted Action) would be the nost easily inplenented as

nei ther woul d require design or construction activities. Aternative 3 (Contai nnment) woul d

i nvol ve common construction techni ques which are considered technically feasible and routine.
Alternative 4 (Renmoval, Treatnent, and Disposal) would involve renoval using conventiona
construction equipnment and a relatively conplex treatnent train. The treatnment process has been
denonstrated to be effective in the treatnent of |ead contam nated sedi ment but has nore
uncertainty froman inplenentability perspective than the placenent of a geotextile liner and
rip-rap.

The administrative feasibility of inplenenting Alternatives 3 and 4 is uncertain given the
applicability of the Oean Water Act Section 404 pernitting process. The question of whether a
permt can actually be obtained is an unknown. Even if EPA is granted an exenption fromthe
adm nistrative requirenents of the permt, conplying with the substantive portions maybe a
problem especially for Alternative 3 which would convert an ecologically healthy creek into a
rip-rap lined industrial-type drainage ditch



Cost

A summary of the present worth, capital, and O&M costs for each of the alternatives is presented
in Table 8-1. Alternative 1 would be the | east expensive while Alternative 4A would be the nost
expensi ve.

St at e Accept ance

The State of Al abama, as represented by the Al abama Department of Environnmental Managenent
(ADEM), has been the support agency during the RI/FS process for the ILCO Site. In accordance
with 40 CFR 300.430, as the support agency, ADEM has participated in this process. The State of
Al abana as represented by ADEM has concurred with the sel ected renedy.



Table 8-1
Sumary of Present-Wrth Costs Sedinent deanup Al ternatives

At

No. Description Capi tal Cost
1 No Action $ 0
2 Limted Action $ 5, 800
3 Cont ai nnent $ 451,500
4A Renoval with Acid $1, 403, 600

Leachi ng

4B Renoval with $1, 191, 000

Stabilization

Note: Alternative 4B is a contingency treatnment
study results do not neet perfornance criteria.

Tot al
&M Cost

$105, 000
$529, 700
$606, 800
$0

$115, 200

in the event the acid leaching treatability

Tot al
Worth Cost

$ 105, 000
$ 535,500
$1, 058, 000
$1, 403, 600

$1, 306, 200



Communi ty Accept ance

Based upon conments expressed at the proposed plan public nmeeting and witten and oral comments
recei ved during the public conment period, the reaction of the Leeds community to the sel ected
remedy at the ILCO Site has been favorable.

9.0 SUMWARY OF SELECTED REMEDY FOR QU-3

Based upon consi deration of the requirenents of CERCLA, the NCP, the detail ed anal ysis of
alternatives and public and State comments, EPA has selected a cleanup renedy for OJ3. The
total present worth cost of the selected renedy, Limted Action is estinated at $535, 500.

A.  Sel ected Renedy

Based on the conparison of sedinment alternatives and the results of the risk assessnent, EPA
selects Alternative 2, Lmted Action, for reducing potential risks posed by sedi nent

contam nation in OU-3 (the unnaned tributary and Dry Creek). The purpose of the limted action
alternative is to limt exposure to contam nated sedinent and to limt ingestion of contan nated
fish tissue. The limted action alternative includes:

. Natural attenuation (e.g., dilution, flushing, burial, etc.) of the contan nated
sedi ment .

. Reconmmrendi ng to the Al abama Department of Public Health (ADPH) that a fishing
advi sory be issued for the unnaned tributary and Dry Creek near the |1 LCO Main
Facility.

. Posting of warning signs along the unnaned tributary and Dry Creek to indicate the

presence of contam nated sedi nent and the fish advisory.
. Annual surface water, sedinment, and bi ota nonitoring.

. 5-year reviews as required by CERCLA to evaluate the effectiveness of the |imted-
action alternative. The 5-year reviews would prinarily involve a conprehensive
eval uation of the nonitoring data.

EPA, in cooperation with ADPH, wll also evaluate the feasibility of a community education
program desi gned to acquaint the community with the potential health effects caused by being
exposed to contaminants fromthe ILCO site.

Warni ng signs will be posted along creek and tributary access points. The warning signs will
warn the public against the exposure to contam nated sedi nent and agai nst the consunption of
fish fromthe unnaned tributary and Dry O eek.

Surface water, sedinent, and biota sanples will be collected annually fromthe unnaned tributary
and Dry Creek. Additional sanpling events nay be required by EPA, such as sanpling after major
rainfall events, in order to nonitor different flow conditions in the unnaned tributary and Dry
Creek. In addition, EPA nay al so request additional sanpling events, as determ ned necessary by
EPA and the State of Al abama, prior to renmediation of the ILCO Main Facility and the I LCO
Parking Lot to ensure early detection of any increased contam nant |evels and/or contani nant

m gration.

Gane fish sanples will be prepared in accordance with the FDA filet nethod (i.e., filet
including the rib cage and belly flap with skin on and scal es of f- except for catfish where the



skin is removed), while forage fish will be whol e-body conposite sanples. Al sanples will be
anal yzed for total |ead.

Monitoring will commence within one to two years of signing this ROD. The nonitoring program

wi Il be conducted under the direction of EPA. Surface water, sedinent, and biota nonitoring
stations will be selected by EPA, in consultation with the State of A abama, prior to beginning
the nonitoring programand will be based primarily on previous sanpling results. Data collected
fromthe nonitoring events will allow EPA to evaluate contamination trends in the surface water,
sedinent, and biota of the unnaned tributary and Dry Creek. These trends will be used to
support decisions to nodify the nonitoring programas needed.

The prinmary purpose of the nonitoring programis to ensure that natural attenuation i s working,
that the lead levels in surface water, sedinent, and/or biota are decreasi ng versus increasing
over tine, and that the lead contamination is not mgrating further downstream If the
nonitoring results show that |ead concentrations in surface water, segnent, and/or biota are
actually increasing over tinme, as conpared with previous sanpling results, and/or contam nation
is mgrating further downstream the limted action renedy will be re-exam ned by EPA in
consultation with the State of Al abama.

The nonitoring results will be incorporated into the 5-year reviews required by CERCLA to ensure
that hunman health and the environnent continue to be protected by the sel ected renmedy, that
natural attenuation processes are effective, and that sedi nent performance standards continue to
be appropriate.

The nonitoring programwill continue until EPA approves a 5-year review concluding that the
sel ected renedy has achi eved continued attai nment of the sedinent perfornance standards and
remai ns protective of human health and the environnent.

The cost of the selected renedy, Limted Action, is estinmated to be $535, 500.

The sel ected remedy for sediment at QM is consistent with the requirenents of Section 121 of
CERCLA and the National Contingency Plan. The selected renedy is protective of hunman heal th and
the environnent and will attain all Federal and State requirenents that are legally applicable
or relevant and appropriate to the remedial action (unless such requirenents are waived). The
sel ected renedy for QU3 represents the best bal ance of the nine criteria used by EPA to

eval uat e possi bl e cleanup alternati ves.

B. Performance Standards

Based on the results and conclusions of the baseline risk assessnent conducted for QU 3, a
perfornmance standard of 400 ppmis established for lead in sedinent in the unnaned tributary and
Dry Creek.

C. Conpliance Mnitoring

Annual surface water, sedinment, and biota nonitoring shall be conducted at QJ3 in the unnanmed
tributary and Dry Creek. Data collected fromthe annual nonitoring will allow EPA to eval uate
contam nation trends in the surface water, sedinent, and biota of the unnaned tributary and Dry
Creek. These trends will be used to support decisions to nodify the nonitoring program as
needed. In addition, if the nonitoring results show that |ead concentrations in surface water,
sedinent, and/or biota are actually increasing over time, as conpared to previous sanpling
results, and/or migrating further downstream the linmted action renmedy will be re-exam ned by
EPA, in consultation with the State of Alabama. The nmonitoring results will be incorporated
into the 5-year reviews required by CERCLA to ensure that human health and the environnent



continue to be protected by the selected renedy and that natural attenuation processes are
effective. The nonitoring programwill continue until EPA approves a 5-year review concl uding
that the selected renmedy renains protective of human health and the environnment and has achi eved
continued attainnent of all Federal and State ARARs (unl ess such ARARs are wai ved) established
in Section 10.2 of this ROD and the sedi ment performance standards established in Section 9.0 of
this ROD.

10.0 STATUTCRY DETERM NATI ON

EPA's prinmary responsibility at Superfund Sites is to undertake renedial actions that are
protective of human health and the environment. |In addition, Section 121 of CERCLA establishes
addi tional statutory requirements and preferences. These specify that, when conplete, the

sel ected renedy nust also neet all identified Federal and State ARARs (unless such ARARs are
wai ved), be cost effective, and utilize pernanent solutions and alternative treatnent

t echol ogi es or resource recovery technol ogies to the nmaxi mumextent practicable. In addition
CERCLA includes a preference for renedies thst enploy treatnent that permanently and
significantly reduce the volune, toxicity, or nobility of hazardous wastes as their principa
element. A revieww ||l be conducted within five years from comencenent of the renedial action
for Q)3 to ensure that the renedy continues to provi de adequate protection of human health and
the environnent. The follow ng sections discuss how the selected renedy for Q)3 neets these
statutory requirenents.

10.1 PROTECTI ON OF HUVAN HEALTH AND THE ENVI RONVENT

The selected renedy, Limted Action, is protective of hunman health and the environnent. Natura
processes, conbined with the cleanup of the ILCO Parking Lot and the ILCO Main Facility under
the Q)1 and QU2 renedial actions, respectively, should eventually cause | ead concentrations in
the unnaned tributary and Dry Creek to decline to health-based levels. 1In addition, the

sel ected renedy involves institutional controls that should mnimze exposures to the

contam nated sedinent and biota in OJ 3 while natural attenuation processes are in progress.

10.2 ATTAI NMENT OF THE APPLI CABLE OR RELEVANT AND APPRCPRI ATE REQUI REMENTS ( ARARS)

The sel ected renmedy nust conply with the substantive requirenents of Federal and State | aws and
regul ati ons whi ch have been determined to constitute applicable or relevant and appropriate
requi renents (ARARs).

Applicable requirenents are those cl eanup standards, control standards, and other substantive
environnental protection requirenents, criteria, or limtations pronul gated under Federal or
State law that specifically address a hazardous substance, pollutant, contam nant, renedi a
action, location, or other circunstance at a Superfund site.

Rel evant and appropriate requirenents are those cleanup standards, control standards, and other
substantive environmental protection requirenents, criteria, or limtations pronul gated under
Federal or State law that, while not "applicable" to a hazardous substance, pollutant,

contam nant, renedial action, location, or other circunstance at a Superfund site, address
probl ens or situations sufficiently simlar (relevant) to those encountered and that are

wel | -suited (appropriate) to circunstances at the particular site

Chem cal Specific

Chemi cal -specific ARARs are specific nunerical quantity restrictions on individually-1Iisted
chem cals in specific nedia.



Al abana Water Quality Standards, ADEM Adm n Code R 335-6-10 Al abama's Water Quality Standards
are relevant and appropriate with respect to non-poi nt source discharges emanating fromthe Site
as these standards set forth nunerical and narrative standards for surface water in the State of
Al abana. However, in order to conply with such standards, portions of the unnamed tributary,
Dry Creek, and the Little Cahaba R ver would need to be drained and re-routed during excavation
of sedinent. As a result, the diverse aquatic comrunities living in these waters woul d be
destroyed. Further, Site-specific biological sanpling conducted during the Rl for QU3
indicated that there are no adverse inpacts on the diversified aquatic communities living in the
QU 3. Accordingly, EPA has concluded that conpliance with these standards would result in a
greater risk to the environment and, therefore, invokes a waiver pursuant to CERCLA Section
121(d)(4)(B), 42 U.S.C 89621(d)(4)(B), for Al abama's Water Quality Standards.

Locati on- Speci fi c ARARs

Locati on-specific ARARs are restrictions placed upon the concentration of hazardous substances
or the conduct of activities on the basis of |ocation

Al abanma's Water Use d assifications, ADEM Adm n. Code R 335-6-11. Dry Creek and the unnanmed
tributary are classified as fish and wildlife streans and, therefore, Al abama's Water Use
Classifications are rel evant and appropriate.

Acti on- Speci fic ARARs

Action-specific ARARs are technology or activity based requirenents or limtations or actions
taken with respect to cleanup. No action-specific ARARs have been identified for the selected
remedy for Q)3 of the ILCO Site

10. 3 COST EFFECTI VENESS

Based on the information avail able, the selected remedy provides the best bal ance of eval uation
criteria and is the | east expensive of the sedinment alternatives (except for the no action
alternative). EPA believes the selected renedy for Q)3 will reduce the risks to human health
and the environment at an estimated cost of $535, 500.

10. 4 UTI LI ZATI ON OF PERVANENT SCLUTI ONS TO THE MAXI MUM EXTENT PRACTI CABLE

EPA has determned that the selected renedy for OJ 3, based on the results of the BRA
represents the naxi mum extent to which permanent sol utions and treatnen technol ogi es can be
utilized in a cost-effective nmanner at OJ3. O those alternatives that are protective of human
health and the environnment and conply with ARARs, EPA has determ ned that the sel ected

remedy provi des the best bal ance of trade-offs in terns of |long-termeffectiveness and
permanence, reduction in toxicity, nobility, or volune, short-termeffectiveness,
inplenentability, and cost, while also considering the statutory preference for treatnent as a
principal elenent and considering State and comunity acceptance. The statutory preference for
remedies that utilize permanent solutions is not satisfied at Q3. EPA has concl uded that
remedi es which utilize pernanent solutions are inpracticable and not cost-effective at QU3
based on the results of the baseline risk assessnent not showing a significant risk posed to
human health or the environnent by OJ3. The selected renedy for Q)3 is consistent with the
requirenents of Section 121 of CERCLA and the National Contingency Plan to the extent
practicable. The selected renedy is protective of human health and the environment and wil |
attain all identified Federal and State ARARs. The selected renedy for QU3 represents the best
bal ance of the nine criteria used by EPA to eval uate possi bl e cleanup alternatives.

10. 5 PREFERENCE FOR TREATMENT AS A PRI NCI PAL ELEMENT



The selected remedy for QU3 utilizes treatnment technologies to the extent practicable. The
statutory preference for renedies that enploy treatnent as a principal elenent is not satisfied
EPA has concl uded that renedi es which enploy treatnment technol ogies are inpracticable and not
cost-effective at QU 3 based on the results of the baseline risk as assessnent not showi ng a
significant risk posed to human health or the environment by QU 3. However, it was determ ned
that the selected renedy for Q)3 is consistent with the requirenents of Section 121 of CERCLA
and the National Contingency Plan to the extent practicable. The selected renmedy is protective
of human health and the environment and will attain all identified Federal al and State ARARs.
The sel ected remedy for QU3 represents the best balance of the nine criteria used by EPA to
eval uate possi bl e cleanup alternatives

11. 0 DOCUMENTATI ON OF SI GNI FI CANT CHANGES

The Proposed Plan for QU3 was rel eased for public coment in July 1995. The Proposed Pl an
identified Alternative 2, Limted Action, as the preferred alternative at OJ)3. EPA has
reviewed all witten and verbal coments submitted during the public corment period. The only
signi fi cant changes nade based on the comments received and an eval uation by EPA of the
proposed renedi al action are:

. EPA nodified the nonitoring programto be conducted under the sel ected renmedy for
QU3 to state that EPA nmay request additional sanpling events, such as sanpling
after major rainfall events, to nonitor different flow conditions in the unnaned
tributary and Dry Creek.

. EPA nodified the nonitoring progrnmto be conducted under the sel ected renmedy for
QU3 to include surface water sanpling in addition to the proposed sedi nent and
bi ota sanpling.

. EPA nodified the nonitoring programto be conducted under the sel ected renmedy for
QJ 3 to state that EPA nmay request additional sanpling events, as determ ned
necessary by EPA in consultation with the State of A abama, prior to renediation of
the 1LCO Main Facility and the I LCO Parking Lot to ensure early detection of
i ncreased contanminant |evels and contam nant migration



APPENDI X A
I LCO SUPERFUND SI TE
RESPONSI VENESS SUMVARY
Comment #1:

A choice anong the four alternatives listed for cleanup at the ILCO Q)3 site yields only a
single alternative that even approaches being acceptable. That is alternative 4 - renoval and
treatnent of the contaminated sedinment. Alternatives 1-3 do little or nothing to protect the
public health or the larger ecosystemformed by the Cahaba, it's tributaries, and the watershed

EPA' s Response

A conparison of the relative protectiveness of the QJ3 alternatives is limted by the snal
level s of risk reduction possible at QJ 3. EPA agrees that alternative 4 woul d reduce the
potential for exposures to contam nated sedinent in Q)3 by actually renoving the contam nated
sedi nent. However, inplenentation of this alternative would be constrained by the requirenents
associated with construction activities in Dry Creek and possi bl e RCRA requirenents. These
constraints add uncertainty to any concl usions regarding the protectiveness of alternative 4.
Nat ural processes, conbined with the cleanup of the ILCO Main Facility and the |ILCO Parking Lot,
shoul d eventual |y cause | ead concentrations in OJ3 to decline to health-based |evels. As
stated in the risk assessment, the risk associated with the contam nated sedinents and fish is
very uncertain, so any decline would benefit both people and the environment. EPA s preferred
alternative, alternative 2, involves controls that should m nini ze exposures to the contan nated
sedi nent and, given the uncertainties associated with i nplenentation of alternative 4,
alternative 2 may be as protective as alternative 4. 1In addition, the ecol ogical risk
assessnent concl uded that the concentrations of lead in sedinent in the QU3 streans are not
likely to result in an ecological risk. Despite the presence of |ead concentrations inexcess of
EPA' s conservative 400 ng/ kg screening | evel at sonme | ocations downstreamfromthe |LCO Main
Facility in the unnanmed tributary and Dry Creek, EPA' s nmcroinvertebrate surveys and toxicity
tests indicated no adverse inpact fromfromsite-derived contam nants on the aquatic comunities
in Q3. As aresult, EPA believes that alternative 2 will be protective of public health and
the larger ecosystemfornmed by the Cahaba. However, if the OJ 3 nonitoring results show that

| ead concentrations in sedinment and biota are actually increasing over tine and/or mgrating
further downstream the selected renmedy, alternative 2, will be re-exam ned by EPA, in
consultation with the State of A abama, to ensure the protection of human health and the

envi ronnent .

Comment #2:

Considering EPA's nine criteria for evaluating the alternatives, since alternatives 1 and
2, are very sinmlar, what nade EPA choose alternative 2 over 1?

EPA' s Response

The human health risk assessnment determ ned that concentrations of lead in sedinment and fish
fromthe unnamed tributary and Dry Creek in the vicinity of the ILCO Main Facility could
contribute to or result in an unacceptable risk to human health. Although this risk is
uncertain, there is still the potential for adverse inpacts to people fromexposure to

contam nated sedi nents and ingestion of contamnated fish. As a result of this potential risk
to human health, EPA believes that alternative 2 is nore protective than alternative 1
Alternative 1, unlike alternative 2, does not involve any controls to mnimze exposure to



cont am nat ed sedi nent and ingestion of contamnated fish. Aternative 2 also includes annual
nonitoring of the sedinment and biota to ensure that lead |levels are not increasing over tine and
to ensure that the alternative continues to remain protective of human health and the
environnent. As a result, EPA prefers alternative 2 over alternative 1. Alternative 2 provides
the best bal ance of the nine criteria used by EPA in evaluating alternatives for cleanup.

Comrent  #3:
How long will it take to inplenment alternative 2 at the I1LCO QU3 site?
EPA' s Response:

The nonitoring program should commence within one to two years of signing this Record of
Decision, as long as there are no delays to the project. Qher conponents of alternative 2,
such as the fish advisory and warning signs, should be inplenented even sooner than the
nonitoring program The nonitoring programwi |l continue until EPA approves a 5-year review
concl uding that the selected renedy remains protective of human health and the environnent, has
achi eved continued attai nment of all Federal and State ARARs established in Section 10.2 of this
ROD, and has achi eved the sedi ment perfornmance standards established in Section 9.0 of this ROD.

Comment #4:

If alternative 2 is enacted and EPA does annual nonitoring on OJ3, will EPA nonitor different
flow conditions, such as after a rainfall event, or will EPA strictly use base flow?

EPA' s Response:

EPA agrees that the nonitoring programshoul d i nclude nonitoring of different flow conditions
versus just base flow conditions alone. As a result, EPAwill nodify the nonitoring programto
be conducted under the selected renedy for QU3 to state that EPA may request additional
sanpling events, such as sanpling after najor rainfall events, to nmonitor different flow

condi ti ons.

Comment #5:

Only sediment and biota are proposed for nmonitoring of OJ3. It is realized that surface water
does not pose a threat at this tine, but since sedinment and bi ota sanpl es have to be taken,
wouldn't it be beneficial to have surface water data to reference if there were changes in the
future?

EPA' s Response:

EPA agrees that surface water data may be useful to reference if there are changes in the future
to the selected renmedy for QJ3. As aresult, EPAwll nodify the nonitoring programto be
conduct ed under the selected remedy for QU3 to include annual surface water sanpling, in
addition to sedinent and biota sanpling.

Comment #6:

EPA shoul d consider sanpling QU3 on a quarterly basis until the source of the contamination is
removed (i.e., the contam nated soils at the ILCO Main Facility and the |ILCO Parking Lot).
Quarterly sanpling episodes would allow early detection of increased contam nant |evels and
contam nant mgration.



EPA' s Response

EPA agrees that additional sanpling events may be necessary until the time that the source of
the contam nation is renoved, but EPA does not necessarily believe that sanpling on a quarterly
basis is required. EPA will nodify the nonitoring programto be conducted under the sel ected
remedy for OU-3 to state that EPA nay request additional sanpling events, as determ ned
necessary by EPA, in consultation with the State of A abama, prior to renediation of the | LCO
Main Facility and the 1 LCO Parking Lot to ensure early detection of any increased contam nant

l evel s and contam nant nmigration

Comment #7:

According to EPA' s technical docunents, the unnaned tributary and Dry Creek in the vicinity of
the 1LCO site do not support |arge popul ations of edible fish because of snmall size of the
streans. In fact, no fish were caught at several stations along the unnaned tributary and at
the reference station near the Leeds Menorial Park. For reasons, the ILCO PRP Steering

Commi ttee does not believe that the record supports the need for issuance of a fishing advisory
for the unnaned tributary and Dry Creek near the I1LCO Main Facility.

EPA' s Response

EPA di sagrees that the record does not support a need for issuance of a fishing advisory for the
unnaned tributary and Dry Oreek. The hunman health ri sk assessnent determined that there was

a potential risk associated with consum ng contaminated fish fromthe unnaned tributary and Dry
Creek in the vicinity of the ILCO Main Facility. EPA agrees that there were no fish caught at
several stations along the unnaned tributary and at the reference station, however, severa

fish, sone of edible size and some exceeding EPA's screening level for lead in fish, were caught
at sone of the stations on the unnaned tributary and at nost of the stations on Dry Creek.
Therefore, in order to protect the public fromany risk associated w th consum ng cont am nat ed
fish fromthe unnaned tributary and Dry Oreek, EPA believes that a fish advisory is warranted

As a result, EPAw Il recomrend to the Al abana Departnent of Public Health (ADPH) that a fishing
advi sory be issued for the unnamed tributary and Dry Oreek. However, the decision on whether or
not to actually issue the fishing advisory will be made by ADPH, not EPA

Comment #8:

The results of EPA's OU 3 renedial investigation, coupled with DAta from previ ous studi es, have
confirned a declining trend in the stream sedi nent LEAD | evel s during recent years. EPA has
attributed this declining trend to the cessation of operations at the Interstate Lead Conpany,
to EPA's renoval project which reduced the levels of lead in soil at the ILCO Main Facility
thereby mnimzing the potential for stormwater runoff inpacts fromthe site, and to the
hydraul i ¢ characteristics of the unnaned tributary which have caused erosion of sedinent to
occur fromnost areas in the streamchannel. The declining trend in streamsedinent |ead | evels
suggests that annual sedi ment and biota nonitoring nmay not be necessary. The |ILCO PRP Steering
Committee instead urges EPA to reevaluate the frequency of nonitoring on an ongoing basis, in
light of the results of the previous sedinment and biota nonitoring and the status of renedi al
activities at the I1LCO Main Facility and the ILCO Parking Lot. As renedial activities proceed
and as declining trends in sedinment lead | evels continue to be observed, the Steering Conmttee
believes that there should be the flexibility to reduce the frequency of the nonitoring program
or to elinmnate it.

EPA' s Response

EPA agrees that the data, in general, has shown a declining trend in the stream sedi nent |ead



| evel s over tine. However, sanples taken during 1994 actually showed an increase in |ead
concentrations over what had been detected in past sanpling episodes. As a result, EPA feels
that nonitoring, at |east on an annual basis, is necessary until such time that the nonitoring
results show that the sedinent lead | evels are consistently decreasing over time EPA believes
that annual nonitoring is necessary to ensure that natural attenuation is working, that the | ead
| evel s are decreasing versus increasing over time, and that the | ead contam nation is not
mgrating further downstream As a result, the nonitoring programw |l continue until EPA in
consultation with the State of A abama, approves a five-year review concluding that the sel ected
remedy has achi eved continued attai nnent of the sedinent perfornmance standards and renains
protective of human health and the environment. Data collected fromthe nonitoring events will
al | ow EPA, however, to evaluate contanmi nation trends in the sedinent and biota in Q)3 and these
trends will be used to support decisions to nodify the nonitoring programas needed.



APPENDI X B

STATE OF ALABAVA CONCURRENCE LETTER

ADEM

Janes W Warr
Acting Director
XXXXXXXXXXXXXXXX

Mai | i ng Address:
PO BOX 301463
MONTGOVERY AL
36130- 1463

Physi cal Address:

1751 Cong, W

Di cki nson Drive
Mont gorrer y, AL
36109- 2608

(334) 271- 7700
FAX 270- 5612

Field Ofices:
110 Vul can Road
Bi r m ngham AL
35209- 4702
(205) 942- 6169
FAX 941- 1603

400 Wl l Street, N
P. 0. Box 953

Decat ur, AL

35602- 0953

(205) 353- 1713

FAX 340- 9359

2204 Perimeter Road
Mobi l e, AL

36615- 1131

(334) 450- 3400

FAX 479- 2593

| LCO SUPERFUND SI TE
RECCRD COF DEC SI ON

ALABAVA
DEPARTMENT OF ENVI RONVENTAL MANAGEMENT
Fob Janes, Jr.
CGover nor
Sept enber 29, 1995

M. John H Hankinson, Jr.

Regi onal Admi ni strator

U S. Environnental Protection Agency
345 Courtland St. NE

Atlanta, GA 30365

Re: Interstate Lead Company (1LCO
Leeds, Al abama

Dear M. Hanki nson:

The Al abama Departnent of Environnental Mnagenent has revi ewed
the draft Record of Decision for Operable Unit 3 at the
referenced facility. After review by our staff and in
consultation with EPA staff, we agree with the approach
recommended in this docunent.

ADEM concurs with the Record of Decision for Qperable Unit 3.

Shoul d your staff have questions or conments, please contact M.
Davi d Thonpson at 334-213-4322.

Si ncerely,

Si gned
Janes W Warr
Acting Director

JVIWV dwt

pc: Kinberly Q Lanternman, RPM
Davi d Thonpson, SAC



